How do people decide which claims should be considered mere beliefs and which count as knowledge? Although little is known about how people attribute knowledge to others, philosophical debate about the nature of knowledge may provide a starting point. Traditionally, a belief that is both true and justified was thought to constitute knowledge. However, philosophers now agree that this account is inadequate, due largely to a class of counterexamples (termed ''Gettier cases'') in which a person's justified belief is true, but only due to luck. We report four experiments examining the effect of truth, justification, and ''Gettiering'' on people's knowledge attributions. These experiments show that: (1) people attribute knowledge to others only when their beliefs are both true and justified; (2) in contrast to contemporary philosophers, people also attribute knowledge to others in Gettier situations; and (3) knowledge is not attributed in one class of Gettier cases, but only because the agent's belief is based on ''apparent'' evidence. These findings suggest that the lay concept of knowledge is roughly consistent with the traditional account of knowledge as justified true belief, and also point to a major difference between the epistemic intuitions of laypeople and those of philosophers.
Introduction
People espouse all kinds of incredible beliefs: The world will end on May 21, 2011; aliens landed in Roswell, New Mexico; invisible entities called germs cause us to get sick; the universe is composed of eleven dimensions of vibrating strings. To assess these claims, we need to decide which we should regard as mere beliefs or opinions, and which we should treat as knowledge. But what is knowledge, and what is required for a fact to be known?
These questions have traditionally been viewed as questions for philosophers. However, ordinary people make frequent decisions about what others know. How people make these knowledge attributions is a psychological question, and one about which little is known. This is especially surprising given the vast number of studies investigating people's ''theory of mind'' reasoning; while researchers have developed detailed accounts of how people attribute beliefs (e.g., Apperly & Butterfill, 2009; Leslie, Friedman, & German, 2004; Nichols & Stich, 2003) , little is known about how people attribute knowledge.
Recently, many researchers have examined how people evaluate who is a good source of knowledge. This research shows that even children as young as 3-4 years do not blindly accept the testimony of others as fact, but selectively trust speakers that have been accurate in past, as well as speakers that are older, more familiar, more certain, and more expert (e.g., Birch, Vauthier, & Bloom, 2008; Corriveau & Harris, 2009; Jaswal & Neely, 2006; Koenig, Clement, & Harris, 2004; Lutz & Keil, 2002; Sabbagh & Baldwin, 2001; Taylor, Cartwright, & Bowden, 1991) . Earlier research directly examining knowledge attributions investigated the ages at which children infer that access to different types of information leads to knowledge or ignorance (e.g., Pratt & Bryant, 1990; Sodian, 1988; Sodian & Wimmer, 1987;  
